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Abstract 
Interagency collaboration is foundational to the successful implementation of transition 
programs mandated under the Pre-Employment Transition Services (Pre-ETS) subsection of the 
Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA). This paper will provide a literature 
review of interagency collaboration. The paper will first discuss the importance of interagency 
collaboration, then review the history of interagency collaboration and then will next look to 
address how Pre-ETS will discuss limitations of previous policy efforts to promote interagency 
collaboration. A review of effective models of transition that specifically highlight interagency 
collaboration will also be discussed. This paper concludes by assessing future directions of 
interagency collaboration and impact the COVID-19 pandemic may have going forward on 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Persons with disabilities are less connected to the labor force compared to persons 
without disabilities leading to greater instances of unemployment/underemployment, chronic 
poverty and other health challenges that are often synonymous with poverty (Bureau of Labor 
Statstics, 2019; Marmot, 2015). To better support individuals with significant barriers to 
employment, the Workforce Innovations and Opportunities Act (WIOA) was signed into law by 
President Obama in 2014 (Department of Labor, 2020). To better meet the unique needs of youth 
with disabilities, the WIOA established Pre-Employment Transition Services (Pre-ETS). Pre-
ETS prescribes essential and required transition activities for students participating in special 
education and who are/or may become eligible for Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) services. It  
also provides grants and other funding directives to help better define roles and resources for 
schools, agencies and organizations supporting persons with disabilities (Workforce Innovation 
Technical Assistance Center, 2016). Pre-ETS is a federal attempt to provide enhanced early 
interventions for those students with disabilities to help better prepare them to enter into the 
workforce. These early interventions range from career counseling at an earlier age to providing 
internships for students.  Central to Pre-ETS is the need to collaborate; schools, agencies and 
organizations are expected to pool resources in order to maximize services and opportunities for 
students with disabilities.  Understanding how Pre-ETS incentivizes collaboration and how it 
looks to remedy previous challenges with policies emphasizing collaboration will be the central 
focus of this paper.  
 Before delving too deep, it is beneficial to define key and frequently used terms. To start 
it is key to understand that Pre-ETS is a section of the WIOA. The WIOA is a wide-ranging 
legislative act that targets many marginalized populations that have significant barriers to 
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employment. For this reason, Pre-ETS and WIOA will be used purposefully and will never be 
used interchangeably. Youth refers to persons who are between the age of 14 and 24. Pre-ETS 
activities include both mandatory and non-mandatory activities and only refer to those listed in 
the Pre-ETS section of the WIOA. A Pre-ETS program can provide youth with the opportunity to 
complete multiple Pre-ETS activities within one specific program. For example, Project 
SEARCH is a program that provides an intern an opportunity to participate in all of the 
mandatory Pre-ETS activities (Project SEARCH, 2020). Additionally, broad terms like agency, 
organizations and schools will be defined as follows: agency refers to state VR agencies and/or 
to those receiving contracts through state VR agencies, organizations refers to businesses that 
collaborate with agencies and schools, and schools refers to the broad school systems and will 
include both private and public as they both need to adhere to Pre-ETS. Interagency 
collaboration will refer to the collaboration between schools and agencies.  
As mentioned previously, Pre-ETS’ primary goal is to form a federal standard of early 
interventions for persons with disabilities with a goal of having those persons become employed 
and/or migrate into postsecondary education or training programs that will bolster their 
employment skills after their education/training is concluded. To achieve this goal, Pre-ETS 
introduced a financial mandate that demands agencies to set aside 15% of their federal funds and 
apply it toward Pre-ETS activities and related programs for students that are eligible or 
potentially eligible for VR services. There is a list of mandated Pre-ETS activities for all youth 
with disabilities who are eligible or potentially eligible for VR services and these mandated 
activities include: job exploration counseling, work-based learning experiences, counseling on 
opportunities for enrollment in comprehensive transition programs, workplace readiness 
trainings and instruction in self-advocacy. There are also other authorized activities that are not 
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compulsory but could be provided using federal funds allocated to Pre-ETS. These can include, 
but are not limited to: funds to pay staff to help develop and enhance collaborations between 
businesses to provide mandatory Pre-ETS activities like work-based learning experiences, the 
dissemination of transition services available to traditional underserved populations, 
development of model programs and training relevant for transition staff (VR counselors, 
transition specialist, special education teachers), students and students’ support system on 
relevant transition topics (Workforce Innovation Technical Assistance Center, 2016).  
 Many of these activities cannot be completed exclusively by agencies or schools. 
Collaboration is necessary and this is by design. Often there are complaints about the ‘siloing’ of 
bureaucratic responsibilities leading to persons with disabilities facing challenges connecting to 
appropriate services and supports. In an effort to destroy the silos, policymakers drafted Pre-ETS 
in a manner that necessitates agencies to collaborate with both schools and organizations in order 
to meet the activities and spending requirements of Pre-ETS.  It is anticipated that there will be 
wide variance in how collaboration is perceived and what model for collaboration are utilized. 
This is because even though the WIOA (and, as an extension, Pre-ETS) is a federal initiative, it 
is implemented by both agencies and schools which are operated at a state level. Furthermore, 
collaboration can be influenced by individual actors and research suggests that turnover and 
other ground-level factors may impact transition collaboration (Saleh, Shaw, Malzer, & Podolec, 
2019). One goal of this paper is to identify what ideal collaborations should look like, and what 
is happening with collaborations in reality. The intent is that, along with providing a deeper 
knowledge of collaboration, a discussion around limitations and future directions could also 
reinforce the need to continue to enhance collaboration as appropriate.  
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 In order to achieve this goal, there will first need to be a discussion about prior policy 
emphasis on collaboration. Reviewing how instrumental policies like the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act and Rehabilitation Act promoted collaboration is key in 
understanding how different the WIOA is from those policies. It is also essential to clearly mark 
ways in which collaboration is emphasized in the WIOA. To do this most effectively, it will be 
important to look at each required Pre-ETS activity and see how that service needs to have 
interagency collaboration to be truly effective. It is also important to look at how schools, 
agencies and organizations are implementing Pre-ETS. Looking at researched programs like 
Collaborating Interagency Relationships and Collaborative Linkages for Exceptional Students 
(CIRCLES), Promoting the Readiness of Minors in Supplemental Security Income (PROMISE) 
and Project SEARCH is also beneficial as it provides blueprints for what model transition 
programs should aspire to look like. In addition to looking at model programs, it is also 
important to look at recent studies which analyzed transition staff attitudes and levels of 












Chapter 2: History of Interagency Collaboration between Schools and Agencies 
 Interagency collaboration is not a novel concept unique to the WIOA. In a way, it has 
been present as a meaningful practice since the 1960s. In the 1960s, transition focused on work-
study programs. In these collaborative programs, special education teachers would split their 
time between a school and a community worksite working with a VR counselor. These 
collaborations relied exclusively on agreements between local schools and agencies. No federal 
mandates and/or money were injected into these programs.  The passing of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 injected federal dollars into transition programming and also put the 
onus on schools to pay for transition services voiding many of the agreements made under the 
work-study model (Morningstar, Kleinhammer-Tramill, & Lattin, 1999). The work-study 
programs evolved into a career education model. This model was more sustainable with clear 
federal funding directives which provided much need stability in program implementation. The 
federal push for career education went as far as having the United States Office of Education 
labeling career education as a critical education need (Brolin, 1997).   
 These funding directives were crucial in the continuation of these programs but the 
model suffered a series of setbacks when federal funding became less certain. In the 1980s, there 
was a push with the passing of the Career Education Implementation Incentive Act to have 
federal funding for transition services act only as seed money (Morningstar et al., 1999). This 
resulted in a fading away of services during the early part of the 1980s that was quickly reversed 
when the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) developed the 
Bridge Program and reestablished more firm federal funding into transition services. It was in the 
development of the Bridge programs that transition was explicitly called upon and that terms like 
‘transition’ were introduced into the nomenclature (Oertle & Trach, 2007; Will, 1985). Will 
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(1985) called for specific programming and collaboration between schools and agencies that had 
the end goal of employment. Explicit recommendations more clearly defined expectations for 
three different type of transitions from school to employment: transition with no special services, 
transition with time-limited services and transition with ongoing services. This would evolve into 
the most wide-ranging federal disability policy, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and 
a supplementary educational policy, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
The federal mandating of services and funding was established in 1990 with the passing 
of the first iteration of IDEA.  The passing of the IDEA was instrumental in laying the 
foundation for the WIOA for multiple reasons. Most importantly it set clear federal mandates on 
services required for youth with disabilities. For example, IDEA required that Individual 
Education Plans (IEP) include transition planning starting at the age of sixteen. These IEP plans 
were expected to be reflective of the student but were expected to be developed with input from 
relevant stakeholders including agencies. This clearly established, at a federal level, that 
transition planning starting before the last year of schooling would be expected. The onus on 
reaching out and developing relationships with agencies fell on the schools. This expectation 
lead to future challenges (Morningstar et al., 1999). In 1997, the IDEA was renewed and the 
higher standards were assimilated into legislation. By renewing it was the hope and goal that 
there would be better interagency collaboration that would lead to improved student outcomes. 
Today, IDEA continues to be the guiding policy for transition in schools (IDEA, 2004).  
The above cursory history of policy makes it clear that interagency collaboration is not 
new and/or unique to the WIOA. It has been a continuous effort by policy makers, schools and 
agencies to pool resources and develop best practices with the hope of improving post-secondary 
outcomes among youth with disabilities.  When reviewing this literature, it was notable to see 
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numerous articles that postulated best practices for interagency collaboration. Noonan, 
Morningstar, and Erickson (2008) emphasized eleven collaboration strategies that would help 
foster more productive and consistent collaborations. In this report, authors reported having 
blended funding, continuous participation in the IEP planning and implementation process and 
mixed training opportunities for both schools and agencies were effective practices that 
promoted interagency collaboration.  
Benz, Lindstrom, and Yovanoff (2000) highlighted successful programs operating in the 
state of Oregon in collaboration with the University of Oregon. The Youth Transition Program 
(YTP) was a model for transition that centered on increasing work opportunities and 
collaboration. Schools and agencies would dedicate staff to operate these programs. YTP 
provided structure programming for the last two years of high school and in some cases were 
even able to provide services for a brief time after a person aged out of high school. The program 
had 4 main foci: 1) transition planning that was focused on post school outcomes, 2) curricula 
that centered on academic, vocational, independent living and personal-social content areas, 3) 
paid job training when participating in YTP, and 4) follow-up services for at least 2 years after 
completion of YTP. The research conducted on those that participated in YTP was largely 
positive and provided insights into the interagency collaboration in the 1990s. Benz et al. (2000) 
also noted the positive effects of having a program that has strong interagency collaboration but 
expressed that more needed to be done to ensure that interagency collaboration was able to be 
expanded nationally.  
In the Mid-1990s, Project SEARCH came about in Cincinnati Children’s Hospital. This 
innovative approach to transition planning focused on providing a fully immersive program. The 
unique model of Project SEARCH centers on having students in their last year of high school 
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participate in a year-long program in which each student will go through a series of three 
internships. These internship rotations are facilitated by both schools and agencies with a 
requirement of having a full-time special education teacher and full-time skills trainer funded 
through VR. Working together, students participating in this program should be able to smoothly 
transition into adult services and/or employment with greater success (Project SEARCH, 2020). 
Multiple researchers have written about the effectiveness of the model specifically when working 
with individuals with Autism (Wehman, Schall, & McDonough, 2012). There is also research 
available that indicates that Project SEARCH is an effective approach for promoting 
collaboration between schools, agencies and organizations (Rutkowski, Daston, Kuiken, & 
Riehle, 2006).  
Researchers also noted during this period that having state-wide transition teams was 
beneficial in transition. These state-wide transition teams were praised in the late 1990s as model 
interventions that would allow for the state to funnel resources and clearly define roles and 
responsibilities (Wehman, Gibson, Brooke, & Unger, 1998). Later studies conducted by Noonan, 
Erickson, and Morningstar (2012) would echo many of the praises of state transition teams and 
also highlighted specific strategies for collaboration. Those strategies included joint planning, 
coordinated site visits, having shared vision and leadership, and simply spending time together. 
Noted when reviewing this literature were common concerns that continued to present 
themselves. Johnson, Stodden, Emanuel, Luecking, and Mack (2002) shared numerous 
challenges of transition programming and offered multiple insights in how to address those 
concerns. These concerns were broken into multiple areas. One area of concern was curriculum. 
Johnson et al. (2002) felt that curriculum only evaluated academic performance. This system led 
to an over incentivizing an academic focused curriculum that minimized the vocational and 
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transition curriculum that was required in the 1997 ideation of IDEA. Further suggestions 
centered around student advocacy; the need to have students understand and explain their 
disability in multiple contexts in order to appropriately advocate for supports —especially on the 
job. Finally, there were recommendations to formalize collaboration agreements and formalize 
roles, engage in integrated service planning and have collaborative development and evaluation 
programs to ensure congruency amongst partners (Johnson et al., 2002).   
Criticisms of collaboration were not completely addressed during the passing of the 2004 
IDEA.  Cameto and Levine (2005) noted challenges in developing transition plans during the 
IEP process with agencies and schools. According to their research, agency staff would often 
wait for schools to invite them to the IEP meetings and often schools did not reach out, leaving a 
void in the transition process. Other challenges cited were that agencies would not be involved 
without a referral or invitation to the IEP (Oertle & Trach, 2007). Lastly, the lack of awareness 
about roles and the concerns about lack of training has also been observed  (Noonan et al., 2012; 
Oertle, Trach, & Plotner, 2013). 
Assessing previous literature and policy, it is evident that the idea of interagency 
collaboration is not new, there is research available to support its efficaciousness, and there are 
numerous papers that highlight best practices on how to implement effective interagency 
collaboration.  This indicates that there seems to be an awareness, at least at by those studying 
interagency collaboration, of the need to have robust and productive interagency collaboration to 
have effective transition program. These concerns indicate that in practice the implementation of 
effective collaboration can be hindered by challenges around funding, integrated service 




Chapter 3: Pre-ETS attempts to fill previous policy gaps 
 Though it is not expected that Pre-ETS is going to be a panacea for all the maladies that 
plagued transition program in the past, there are some significant changes in Pre-ETS that should 
provide positive changes and lead to better post-secondary outcomes for youth with disabilities. 
This section will look to connect shortcomings mentioned in the previous chapter and assess how 
Pre-ETS addresses them.  This chapter will also highlight best practices from before 2014 that 
were emphasized in Pre-ETS. A more in-depth conversation about funding and services will also 
be discussed.  
 The WIOA emphasizes transition through Pre-ETS specifically though the five required 
transition services-- job exploration counseling, work-based learning experiences, counseling on 
opportunities for enrollment in comprehensive transition programs, workplace readiness 
trainings and instruction in self-advocacy. There is also some clear guidance provided that 
directs and coordinates services. For example, agencies are now expected to be more involved 
and will eventually be expected to lead transition services with schools, something that 
previously was the school’s responsibilities. There is also the designation of 15% of federal 
funding to Pre-ETS services that will likely shape behavior in agencies to be more transition age 
centered. Other important notes from WIOA is that it prohibits transition programs that pay 
below minimum wage through the Department of Labor 14c sub-minimum wage contract further 
emphasizing competitive community employment (Taylor, Whittenburg, Thoma, Gokita, & 
Pickover, 2019).   
 Also, important to unpack are the five required Pre-ETS services. Each of those services 
either highlight a strength of previous practice/policy or address a concern. For example, it was 
understood that having interagency collaboration helped bolster post-secondary outcomes. 
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Mandating involvement and funding from agencies ensure not only a financial investment but a 
personnel investment into transition services. Johnson et al. (2002) recommended self-advocacy 
being more of an emphasis in future curriculum. This criticism is addressed by Pre-ETS 
mandating self-advocacy as a required transition service. Programs like YTP and Project 
SEARCH demonstrated that having youth with disabilities participate in real job experiences at a 
business site leads to better post-secondary outcomes. In response legislators necessitated work-
based learning experiences and workplace readiness training to be a part of Pre-ETS.  
 The structure of effective Pre-ETS activities and programs relies on a foundation of 
collaboration. The formulation of that foundation relies on an amalgamation of open dialogue 
between partners, shared outcome/measurement goals and mutually reinforcing activities. 
Interventions to improve collaboration should focus on evidence-based practices and 
sustainability. Cost of the intervention and clear roles in the transition process needs to be 
considered too. Understanding these key points of collaboration should provide some clarity in 
how to ideally implement mandated Pre-ETS activities.  
 While the WIOA establishes federal guidelines and mandates, there is still some variance 
in how WIOA, and thus Pre-ETS, is implemented by states. That is because each state 
independently interprets and implements the WIOA legislation differently. That is evident by the 
distribution of resources and the variance of services provided by state. Miller, Sevak, and 
Honeycutt (2018) explored the Pre-ETS implementation experience of ten states using the RSA-
911 data set that they collected in 2017. In their findings there was a wide variance in how these 
services were implemented. Some interesting findings from this study included: the variance in 
what services were provided and to what extent a service was provided to youth with disabilities, 
the population that each state was serving and the delivery method of each service.  
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Some examples of these findings are as follows.  Of six states evaluated on share of 
individual Pre-ETS authorized for students with disabilities, each state provided a different share 
of services. Alabama and Ohio focused over 50% of their share of services to workplace 
readiness training. Conversely, states like Alaska, Missouri, and Washington contributed less the 
20%. Instruction in self-advocacy also had a wide variance in implementation. States like 
Washington (WA) and Pennsylvania (PA)had noticeably higher percentages of instruction in 
self-advocacy compared to the other states evaluated (WA over 30% and PA over 20%). 
Compare that to a state like Ohio which did not have instruction in self-advocacy as a percent 
share of individual Pre-ETS authorized services. Miller et al. (2018) attributed these variances to 
the accessibility of providing certain services. For example, they noted that job exploration 
counseling and workplace readiness trainings were the most commonly provided of the Pre-ETS 
services likely because they were the easiest of the services to administer to large group of 
students. It is also a service that can be easily implemented in any setting and does not require 
business partners, like work-based learning experiences require.  
There have been some challenges with rolling out the Pre-ETS for agencies. Many of 
these challenges center on asking agencies to take the lead on something that they have 
traditionally not done. Agencies are having to go through organizational realignments to ensure 
the Pre-ETS services get administered and the funding mandate gets meet. This might mean 
creating new roles within the organization and training staff to accomplish new tasks. These 
challenges played out in a couple ways. For one, there were some changes with how agencies 
reported information. There were often new measurements and new frequency in how these 
measures were expected to be covered this led to some of the early data not being as reliable. 
(Honeycutt, Sevak, & Rizzuto, 2019). Additional variance was related to what population was 
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being provided with these services. States like Ohio only provided Pre-ETS services to those that 
had already been admitted into VR. Not surprisingly, there were multiple states that did not 























Chapter 4: Current Attitudes and Promising Practices related to Pre-ETS 
 Research as far back as 30 years ago suggested the effectiveness of interagency 
collaboration during transition (Povenmire-Kirk et al., 2015).  Despite these numerous and 
substantial efforts to ensure collaboration common challenges often are cited as barriers to 
effective collaboration. These challenges are often characterized as poor communication, unclear 
roles, lack of follow-through and high staff turnover (Saleh et al., 2019). To address these 
challenges, there have been a variety of evidence-based practices/models implemented that 
indicate improved student outcomes when agencies and schools collaborate (Flowers, Test, & 
Povenmire-Kirk, 2017; Grossi & Thomas, 2017, 2019; Oertle, Chesley, & Sax, 2017; Saleh et 
al., 2019).  
 The interventions suggested through this research often center on implementing transition 
activities in a more centralized manner. One suggestion in how to do this is brought forth by 
Grossi and Thomas (2019) suggest the implementation of Career Coaches in the transition 
process. The Career Coach was a rather technical term and it might be a better and more 
descriptive to the idealized role described by Grossi and Thomas (2019) to have this position 
labeled as a transition specialist going forward. In this intervention the transition specialist is 
paid for by agencies because of the mandatory spending limit of 15% of an agencies budget 
needing to be spent providing transition services mandated by Pre-ETS. Having this transition 
specialist serve as a central point of contact may help better define the roles of both agency and 
school staff participating transition process. The transition specialist responsibilities include 
bringing all essential persons to the Individual Education Plan (IEP) meeting—a noted barrier by 
agencies and schools (Shaleh et al., 2019). Additionally, this person could be a liaison for 
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schools and agencies needing to contact organizations to develop work-based learning 
experiences and other Pre-ETS activities (Noonan et al., 2013; Oertle et al., 2017).  
 Embedding transition specialists into schools may also be beneficial in improving the 
reputation of agency staff.  According to a recent study, school personnel noted concerns about 
how agency personnel interact with youth with disabilities leading to challenges in collaboration. 
Researchers found that of those surveyed, over 70% of school staff respondents reported that 
agency staff had challenges interacting with youth with disabilities as a barrier to collaboration, 
with over 35% indicating these as major barriers.   Having agencies devote resources in the form 
of a transition specialist may be helpful in improving the reputation of agencies thus leading to 
improved collaboration (Carter, Awsumb, Schutz, & McMillan, 2020). Introducing this role 
could also be helpful to the over 20% of youth with disabilities and their families that report that 
they are sometimes don’t know what the role of a agencies in the transition process (Oertle et al., 
2013). It may also provide clarity on who schools should reach out to in order to collaborate with 
agencies. This is a reported challenge according to Carter et al. (2020) (Carter et al., 2020) with 
around 63% of those survey disagree with the statement on if they know how to engage outside 
agencies. 
 The transition specialist intervention illustrated a more targeted intervention in contrast to 
the interventions attempted by New York State’s PROMISE program and the CIRCLES 
program. These two programs intentionally focus on establishing a system of transition that 
emphasizes collaboration by establishing roles across a broader spectrum (Povenmire-Kirk et al. 
2015; Saleh et al., 2019).  CIRCLES provided a more structured approach and the study provide 
important insights into what the structure is and provided promising results years after 
implementation. As Flowers and Thomas (2019) were able to link the implementations of the 
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CIRCLES program to higher rates of participation in IEPs and higher levels of self-
determination. In contrast, the Saleh et al. (2019) were able to provide qualitative analysis of the 
many of the challenges and with implementing collaborative programs. Highlighting areas of 
frustration amongst schools and agencies, in particular when looking at communication break 
downs and confusion about roles.  
 In CIRCLES programs, three separate teams are established and are given clear directives 
on what to do. The three teams are Community Team, School Team and IEP Team. At the 
Community Team level, school and agency administrators work together to provide appropriate 
services to students. These teams met two to four times a year and worked on policy-level issues, 
ensure there is not an overlap of agency services and provide general direction to the School and 
IEP teams. School Team provides an opportunity for agency staff to meet directly with students 
and families in a more organized way. To meet this goal monthly meetings are scheduled by the 
School Team. This allows for agency staff to have a more structured schedule when working 
with schools. This addresses some common challenges like having to leave early from an IEP 
meeting, and having an uneven schedule for agency staff that can lead to inconsistent attendance.  
The most direct level of the CIRCLES program is the IEP Team. The IEP compiles information 
from the School Team and translates it into IEP services for a person (Povenmire-Kirk et al. 
2015).  
The implementation of a clear structured program like CIRCLES helps clarify roles 
within the transition process. Something that Carter et al. (2020), Oertle et al. (2013) and Oertle 
(2017) all note as barriers to collaboration. Agency participation in the CIRCLES model could 
assist in combatting some of the negative associations with agencies that some teachers reported 
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in the Carter et al. (2020) study, where teachers indicated that a barrier to collaboration was the 
perceived interaction between agency staff and individuals with disabilities.  
 In order to meet the idealized version of collaboration previously mentioned, there will 
need to be multiple steps taken. First, an emphasis on training will need to be promoted by both 
agencies and schools. Both agencies and schools report transition trainings are important but also 
note that the preparedness levels of staff are adequate (Carter et al., 2020; Noonan et al., 2013; 
Oertle et al., 2013). Second, trainings should be taken together. Doing so would promote a more 
effective relationship between agency and school staff and could also help develop confidence to 
operate School-to-Work programs together. This would be beneficial as multiple research studies 
suggest effective relationships between agencies and schools lead to better outcomes for youth 
with disabilities (Grossi & Thomas 2019). In addition, these trainings could help address 
communication challenges and could help better prepare staff in both schools and agencies to 
deal with the fallout of high staff turnover (Oertle et al., 2013; Oertle et al., 2017; Noonan et al. 
2013; Saleh et al. 2019).   
 Implementing these interagency trainings could also help mitigate many of the challenges 
noticed in Saleh et al. (2019) research on the PROMISE program. These challenges were 
summarized as lack of communication and failure to follow through on action steps. This was 
attributed to high staff turnover and a misalignment of agency and school goals. An example 
provided from their qualitative research that demonstrates this misalignment of goals is: “it is not 
worth our time for only two students.” (p.194). This quote can be taken one of two ways; either 
as an overly dismissive employee who is not well suited for their current position, or an 
employee that realizes that their effort in this case might not be worth it because they are being 
evaluated by their supervisors on a different set of criteria. Establishing common outcome 
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measures will provide clarity on expectations for all agency and school staff and should reduce 
the number of comments like this that obstruct effective collaboration.  
 There is also a need to address the high rates of turnovers especially related to 
Community Rehabilitation Partners (CRPs) and schools. This high turnover has serious negative 
consequences on interagency collaboration (Saleh et al., 2019). High turnover erodes 
institutional knowledge leading to a revolving door rediscovering partnerships and programs. 
This often results in work duplication and other inefficiencies that takes agency and school focus 
away from their primary goal—improving student outcomes. Understanding why individuals are 

















Chapter 5: Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on Interagency Collaboration 
 In March of 2020, the novel Coronavirus rate of infection rose to a level concerning 
enough to have major socioeconomic impacts throughout the United States of America. 
Mitigation efforts often relied on social distancing, limiting capacity of buildings and even 
having government-imposed curfews and shutdowns of businesses. These extreme measures sent 
the economy into catastrophic freefall and lead many individuals to transition into remote work 
and schooling. Nearly every American has been impacted in some way by COVID-19, but that 
impact may be more severe depending on what jobs you are working, what your economic status 
is and what resources are available to you. Unfortunately, many individuals with disabilities 
often work in service sector jobs, have lower socioeconomic status and rely on resources outside 
of their own support networks (e.g., adult services, frequent medical appointments etc.) This 
makes this population uniquely vulnerable to peripheral damage from the pandemic. Perhaps 
even at more risk are those individuals in the midst of the transition process. This group’s risk is 
heightened by the uncertainty of many services needed to effectively transition from school to 
employment (Bartik, Cullen, Glaeser, Luca, & Stanton, 2020; Kamenetz, 2020; Soucheray, 
2020).  
 Transition services, almost by definition, require community involvement. Understanding 
this and assessing the RSA 911 data-set make the immediate future of transition programming 
throughout the country grim. States that heavily rely on work-based learning experiences as the 
primary Pre-ETS service are left scrambling. Numerous difficult decisions are having to be made 
from whether or not to participate in a transition program in the community, to determining what 
safety measures are needed to effectively implement programming and also balancing the state 
Department of Education decisions on having or not having in-person education. This leaves 
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transition teams in a constant state of ambiguity and limits the community experiences that have 
proven to be so effective when transitioning.  
 Agencies, in particular CRPs, are also in a vulnerable position. State funds are nearing 
catastrophically low levels and many states are making substantial budget cuts in order to 
address other more pressing needs (testing, first responder resources and soaring 
unemployment). There is also a realignment of disability related resources at state level. 
Residential programs are now being overly burdened while day programs are operating at a 
significantly reduced capacity. This equates to many CRPs with day programs (many who 
operate transition programs) being left with significantly reduced budgets. This will likely  
impact the number of resources that could be provided to transition programs (Honeycutt et al., 
2019; Ryder, 2020).  
 The switch to remote transition services has also been difficult for teachers. Replicating 
transition services in a remote setting for individuals with disabilities can be especially 
challenging and requires a fair amount of creativity to do some effectively. There also need to be 
considerate of youth with disabilities and their capabilities to connect remotely. Individuals in 
rural communities may have limited access to internet and other technologies that are essential in 
remote learning (Rowe, Carter, & Gajjar, 2020). Getting some of these services to students is 
plausible and there have been communities that have done so. For example, Boston Public 
Schools widely distributed Chromebook and hot spots to students so that they could participate 
in remote learning (Jung, 2020). However, these interventions require a significant amount of 
both material and personnel resources. With states reaching breaking points financially these 
sorts of interventions may become impossible to do without a significant federal stimulus with 
clear funding directives. 
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Chapter 6: Future Directions 
Future studies should look at how trainings may improve transition outcomes for students 
with careful attention paid to trainings involving both agency and school staff.  Additionally, it is 
important to understand how to better align school and agency outcome measures.  Single case 
studies could be helpful in determining if congruent outcome measures engender more 
collaboration and better student outcomes.  Researchers should also seek understanding in how 
agencies and schools can better connect with employers. Highlighting model employers that 
collaborate with schools and agencies could provide beneficial insights to both schools and 
agencies that may encourage greater participation and collaboration with organizations.  
There is also a need to look at how the COVID-19 pandemic has impacted transition 
services. Understanding this impact should help direct services appropriately to agencies and 
schools so that they can continue to provided Pre-ETS services safely. There may also need to 
adjust expectations of students transition out of high school now. Youth may elect not to pursue 
some competitive integrated employment opportunities if they have underlying health 
conditions. To accommodate these people, alterative work focused opportunities should be made 
available. There are also concerns with to the degree of impact that having limited funding might 
hurt CRPs. If the budget crisis become severe there will likely be furloughs and reduction in staff 
sizes. The ripple effect of such staff shortages would be profound and could greatly hinder 
transition programs available to youth with disabilities. Again, having robust federal funding and 
stimulus programs in place will do a lot to help minimize the potentially devasting impact these 
sort of funding shortfalls may have on agencies.  
 Pre-ETS reinforces the need to have strong interagency collaboration in transition 
programming. Agencies and schools need to have dedicated staff spend time together, have 
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similar outcome goals and provided appropriate resources to meet the expectations that both the 
WIOA and IDEA establish. There is also a need to provide trainings to these transition teams in 
order to equip them with the skills necessary to interface with organizations, understand their 
needs and also advocate for accommodations for youth with disabilities when necessary. Steps 
should also be made to address staff turnover specifically focusing on pay and benefits. 
Transition team staff do incredibly important work and deserve recognition for the work they do 
by being compensated more appropriately. All of these suggestions should improve interagency 
collaboration and ultimately should improve post-secondary employment outcomes for youth 
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